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The proceedings e ob low were conducted by the U.S.
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I 4:l$- ~ 0 "0 0 c"0 Ct t.ormined that Petitioner was not a
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t'herefore was not entitled to participate in the distri-
bution of copyright royalty fees made to such organizations
under 17 U.S.C. 5116(c)(4)(B). The CRT concluded that
Petitioner was a copyright owner under 17 U.S.C. 5116(c)(4)(A)
and was entitled to a distribution of 0.06% of the copyright.
royalty fees collected in 1984. The remaining 99.96% of the
1984 fees were ordered to be distributed to three performing
rights societies.

Petitioner seeks relief from the conclusion that it was

not a performing rights society in 1984 and from the con-
clusion that it was entitled to only 0.06% of the royalty
fees.

2. Issues proposed to be raised on petition.

Petitioner believes that the following issues will be

presented to this Court:



l. Was the Copyright Royalty Tribunal 's deter-

mination that a performing rights society must be "an

organization independent enough of copyright owners to

have its own organization papers and structure" consistent.

with the statutory scheme established by Congress in the

Copyright Revision Act of 1978?

2. Whether the Copyr ight Royalty Tr ibunal ' deter-
mination that Petitioner was not a performing rights society
in 1984 was contrary to the overwhelming record evidence

tending to show that, in fact, Petitioner met the statutory
requirements for a performing rights society.

3. Whether the Copyright Royalty Tribunal's award

of 0.06% of the funds to Petitioner was arbitrary, capri-
cious, and erroneous as a matter of law.


